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PREFATORY NOTE 


In August, 1939, the Continuation Committee resolved 
to establish a Commission on Intercommunion, defined its 
terms of reference, and instructed me to arrange for the 
appointment of its chairman and members, subject to the 
approval of the Executive Committee. The outbreak of war 
made it impossible to proceed with this plan, and in 1940, the 
Executive Committee approved an arrangement whereby an 
American Section of the Commission should be formed. This 
Section held many meetings between 1940 and 1942, and has 
produced a report obtainable from the Rev. Dr. Tomkins, 
St. John’s Rectory, Washington, Conn., U.S.A. 

Meanwhile, in September, 1940, I wrote to my corres- 
pondents in the Churches from which I was not cut off by the 
war, as follows: 

““ It is requested that the following information may be 
provided : — 

(a) What are the rules or customs governing the practice 
of your Church in the following matters: 

(i) The admission of members of other Churches to 
recelve communion in your Church; 

(ii) The permission given by your Church to its mem- 
bers to receive Communion in other Churches? 
Note - If these rules or customs are printed in any 
standard works regarded as authoritative in the 
Church, please give references. 

(b) What theological grounds would ordinarily be 
brought forward as justifying the Church in the 
observance of these rules or customs? 

This pamphlet contains the answers I have received. I 
hope that soon after the end of the war the Commission will 
be constituted on a fully ecumenical basis. It will then have 
before it this pamphlet, the Report of the American Section, 
and whatever other material I may have received for its use 
by that date. 


LEONARD HODGSON, 


Secretary to the Continuation Committee. 


Christ Church, 
Oxford, 
England. 


January, 1944. 


ANGLICAN. 


THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND. 
Statement by the Rev. Dr. Hodgson, December, 1943. 


For the Church of England it seemed to me that I should 
try to do myself what I was asking others to do for other 
Churches. I therefore attempted to make an objective and 
impartial study of the evidence relevant to question (a), and 
the result was published in the Church Quarterly Review for 
April-June, 1941. That article, in which the evidence is printed 
in full, is too long to reproduce here. What follows is a very 
brief summary. 


So far as written law is concerned, there is no document 
of unquestioned authority later than the Book of Common 
Prayer of 1662, with the Ordinal and Articles of Religion 
annexed.* The Canons Ecclesiastical of 1604 are not of such 
unquestioned authority, but have to be considered as bearing 
upon the interpretation of the Prayer Book, etc. 


In the Church of England to-day different views are held 
about the practice required by the Ordinal and Articles. At 
first sight the Preface to the Ordinal seems to maintain in 
general that only ministers episcopally ordained are competent 
to celebrate the Holy Communion. Some hold that this is its 
intention, and that the Articles must be interpreted accor- 
dingly. But others regard Articles XIX and XXIII as having 
been carefully worded so as to recognise the ministries and 
sacraments of non-episcopal Reformed Churches on the con- 
tinent of Europe. These hold that the Preface to the Ordinal 
must be taken as governed by this interpretation of the 
Articles, as simply making episcopal ordination for celebrants 
of the Holy Communion a rule of the Church of England. 


Modern documents bearing on this question are the 
Reports of the Lambeth Conferences of 1920 and 1930,f a 
Memorandum on the Status of the Existing Free Church 
Mimstry presented on behalf of the Church of England 
Representatives on a Joint Conference held at Lambeth 
Palace in July, 1923, and Resolutions of the Upper Houses 
of the Convocations of Canterbury and York passed in 1933. 


None of these pronouncements has constitutionally any 
binding authority. The Lambeth Conferences are occasions on 


*These are printed on pp. 9, 10, below. +See below, pp. 10-12. 
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which the bishops of the Anglican Communion throughout the 
world meet for consultation with one another. The ‘‘Church 
of England Representatives’’ who produced the Memorandum 
were nominated by the Archbishops of Canterbury and York 
to confer with representatives of the Free Churches, but were 
given no authority to issue statements in the name of the 
Church of England as a whole. The Upper Houses of the 
Convocations, in the Resolutions quoted above, state definitely 
that they have not sought to secure the concurrence of the 
Lower Houses so as to make those resolutions acts of the 
Provincial Synods. 


These pronouncements may, however, be taken as bearing 
witness to the prevailing custom of the Church, and here the 
following points are to be noted :— 

(i) With regard to the admission of non-Anglicans to 


receive communion in the Church of England, the bishops 
regard this as permissible in certain specified circumstances 


provided that the persons admitted are baptised communicant 


members of their own churches. 

(ii) With regard to the giving of permission to Anglicans 
to communicate in other churches, the Lambeth Conference of 
1930 agrees that there may be exceptional circumstances in 
which this can be allowed, but the bishops in England hold 
that no such circumstances can be held to exist in the provinces 
of Canterbury or York. 


That this can only be allowed in exceptional circumstances 
is deduced from the ‘‘general rule of the Anglican Churches”’ 
that ‘‘members of the Anglican Churches should receive the 
Holy Communion only from ministers of their own Church.”’ 
Here three points are to be remarked : — 


1. What the Lambeth Conference of 1920 states in its 
opinion ‘‘should be’’ the rule, the Conference of 1930 takes 
for granted to be the existing rule. 


2. The Conference of 1930 nowhere states definitely that 
non-episcopal churches may be included in the exceptions 
contemplated, and the last words of its “explanatory note’’ 
are ambiguous: they might be interpreted as requiring that 
Anglicans receiving communion in other churches should only 
do so in churches which are episcopal. So far as I know, 
however, the Resolution has never been taken in this sense. 


(iii) The 1923 Memorandum of the Anglican representa- 
tives in the Lambeth Conversations preserves the ambiguity 
of the Ordinal and Articles. The recognition of non-episcopal 
ministries as ‘“within their several spheres real ministries in the 
Universal Church’’ follows the line derived from the above- 
mentioned interpretation of Articles XIX and XXIII; but 
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this is balanced by the statement that the requirement of 
episcopal ordination in the Preface to the Ordinal is “‘much 
more than a mere rule of internal discipline.”’ 


Lo sum up :— 


t. The Church of England has no written law relevant 
to present circumstances and unambiguously regulating either 
the admission of non-Anglicans to communion in Anglican 
churches or the permission given to Anglicans to receive com- 
munion in other churches. 


2. In regarding the requirement that Holy Communion 
should be administered by priests episcopally ordained as 
“much more than a mere rule of internal discipline,’’ the 
prevailing custom derives from the Preface to the Ordinal 
rather than from Articles XIX and XXIII as interpreted 
above. But in so far as the bishops in the Lambeth Conference 
and the Upper Houses of the Convocations may be regarded 
as voicing the prevailing custom, this “‘general rule’’ is not to 
be taken so rigidly as to make it impossible for exceptions to 
be allowed in certain specified circumstances. 


3. While these pronouncements may reasonably be taken 
as voicing the prevailing custom in the main body of the 
Church, there are sections of churchpeople who hold that the 
“‘true’’ custom is otherwise, and that the prevailing custom 
ought to be brought into conformity with the “‘true’’ custom. 
Among these are two main groups, (a) those who maintain 
that the principle underlying the Preface to the Ordinal ought 
to be applied to all relations with other churches and no 
exceptions made to the “‘general rule,’’ and (b) those who 
maintain that the principles underlying Articles XIX and 
XXIII as interpreted above ought to be applied to non- 
episcopal churches in England as well as to those abroad, and 
that the conditions restricting the exceptions to the “‘general 
rule’’ should be relaxed. 


THE PROTESTANT EPISCOPAL CHURCH IN THE U.S.A. 


Statement received from the Church’s Faith and Order 
Commission, August, 1943. 


In setting forth the position of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church in the United States of America with respect to Inter- 
communion, it will be convenient to follow the first two of the 
four terms of reference drawn up at Clarens in 1939. The two 
directions in question are: 


‘“ (a) To set forth the existing situation as regards the rules 
and customs regulating intercommunion and open communion 
in the different Christian bodies; 


(b) To set forth the grounds on which intercommunion or 
open communion are allowed or disallowed.”’ 


The statement which follows has accordingly a two-fold 
purpose: to present factually the existing situation in the 
Episcopal Church as regards the rules and customs regulating 
intercommunion and open communion; and to state briefly the 
grounds which underlie and explain this situation. 


It is to be noted that two phrases are employed in the 
terms of reference: “‘ intercommunion’’ and ‘“‘ open com- 
munion.’’ The questions arise, what precisely is meant by 
each? and what is the relation of the one to the other? For the 
sake of clearness the following provisional definitions are 
offered. “‘Intercommunion’’ denotes full mutuality as between 
two or more Churches in the celebration and reception of the 
Holy Communion. It would imply that there is no barrier to 
ministerial intercelebration as well as to mutual participation 
on the part of the members of the Churches in question. ““Open 
communion’’ denotes the admission to the Holy Communion 
by a given Church of the members of another Church or 
Churches. Where such an extension of communicant privileges 
is reciprocal, a limited form of intercommunion might be said 
to exist, but this would evidently not be the same as full 
intercommunion. 

It is to be noted further that the first term ot reference 
specifies both rules and customs in its request for information 
on the situation which exists. In the case of the Episcopal 
Church, as in that of the Church of England, law or rules and 
custom are not necessarily coincident. It seems well, therefore, 
to separate them in the statement which follows. This state- 
ment will, then, embrace three distinct heads: (1) existing 
rules or written law with a reasonable claim to authority, 
(2) the existing situation as regards customary practice, and 
(3) the grounds for the existing interpretations of the rules and 
for the existing practice or practices. 


I. Existing Rules or Written Law. 


The primary source of authority for the Episcopal Church 
is the American Book of Common Prayer, the latest revision of 
which became effective in 1928. In the Preface of this book, 
written in 1789 at the time of the independent establishment 
of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the United States of 
America, there is an important statement bearing upon the 
relation of this Church to the Church of England. Ic is worthy 
of quotation and of a position at the head of this selection of 
written authorities. 

‘Tt seems ‘unnecessary to enumerate all the different altera- 


tions and amendments. They will appear, and it is to be hoped, 
the reasons of them also, upon a comparison of this with the 


Book of Common Prayer of the Church of England. In which 
it will also appear that this Church is far from intending to 
depart from the Church of England in any essential point of 
doctrine, discipline. or worship; or further than Jocal circum- 
stances require.’’ 


The following excerpts from the Book of Common Prayer 
are set down as being directly relevant to the practice of the 
Episcopal Church with respect to ‘‘Intercommunion’’ and 
“Open Communion.”’ 


The Rubric at the end of the Order of Confirmation: “And 
there shall none be admitted to the Holy Communion, until 
such time as he be confirmed, or be ready and desirous to be 
confirmed.”’’ 


The Preface to the Ordinal: “It is evident unto all men, 
diligently reading Holy Scripture and ancient Authors, that 
from the Apostles’ time there have been these Orders of 
Ministers in Christ’s Church . . . Bishops Priests and Deacons, 
Which Offices were evermore had in such reverend estimation, 
that no man might presume to execute any of them, except 
he were first called, tried, examined and known to have such 
qualities as are requisite for the same; and also by public 
Prayer with Imposition of Hands, were approved and admitted 
thereunto by Lawful Authority. And therefore, to the intent 
that these Orders may be continued, and reverently used 
and esteemed in this Church, no man shall be accounted or 
taken to be a lawful Bishop, Priest, or Deacon, in this Church, 
or suffered to execute any of the said Functions; except he be 
called, tried, examined, and admitted thereunto, according to 
the Form hereafter following, or hath had Episcopal Conse- 
cration or Ordination.’’ 


The Rubric at the beginning of the Form and Manner of 
Ordering Priests: “When the day appointed by the Bishop 
is come, there shall be a Sermon, or Exhortation, declaring 
the Duty and Office of such as come to be admitted Priests; 
how necessary that Order is in the Church of Christ, and also, 
how the People ought to esteem them in their Office.”’ 


_ From the Offices of Instruction: “What orders of Ministers 
are there in the Church? . 


Answer. Bishops, Priests, and Deacons; which orders have 
been in the Church from the earliest times. 


Question. What is the office of a Bishop? 


Answer. The office of a Bishop is, to be a chief pastor in 
the Church; to confer Holy Orders; and to administer Con- 
firmation. 


Question. What is the office of a Priest? 


Answer. The office of a priest is, to minister to the people 
committed to his care; to preach the Word of God; to baptize; 
to celebrate the Holy Communion; and to pronounce Absolu- 
tion and Blessing in God’s Name. 


Question. What is the office of a Deacon? 


Answer. The Office of a Deacon is, to assist the Priest in 
Divine Service, and in his other ministrations, under the 
direction of the Bishop.’’ 


From the Articles of Religion, Article XIX: “The visible 
Church of Christ is a congregation of faithful men, in the 
which the pure Word of God is preached, and the Sacraments 
be duly ministered according to Christ’s ordinance in all those 
things that of necessity are requisite to the same.’’ 


Article XXIII: “It is not lawful for any man to take upon him 
the office of public preaching, or ministering the Sacraments 
in the Congregation, before he be lawfully called, and sent to 
execute the same. And those we ought to judge lawfully called 
and sent, which be chosen and called to this work by men who 
have public authority given unto them in the Congregation, 
to call and send Ministers into the Lord’s vineyard.’’ 


A secondary source of authority for the Episcopal Church 
is to be found in the considered and formally issued utterances 
of its Bishops speaking as a whole. Such utterances fall under 
two heads: (a) those of the House of Bishops of the Episcopal 
Church; (b) those of the Lambeth Conferences of all the 
Bishops of the Anglican Communion. Under (a), the Chicago 
Quadrilateral of 1886 takes a foremost place in its relevance to 
the present subject. Under (b), certain well known passages 
from the Reports of the Lambeth Conferences of 1920 and 1930 
are cited. While such statements do not have the force of law, 
they have for Episcopalians a special moral authority and a 
claim to effectual influence in the determination of practice. 


From the Chicago Quadrilateral, as found in Hall, “Christian 
Reunion in Ecumenical Light,” pp. 18-19: We do hereby affirm 
that the Christian unity now so earnestly desired . . . can be 
restored only by the return of all Christian Communions to 
the principles of unity exemplified by the undivided Catholic 
Church during the first ages of its existence; which principles 
we believe to be the substantial deposit of Christian Faith 
and Order committed by Christ and His Apostles to the Church 
unto the end of the world, and therefore incapable of com- 
promise or surrender by those who have been ordained to be 
its stewards and trustees for the common and equal benefit 
of all men.’’ 


‘“‘As inherent parts of this sacred deposit, and therefore as 
essential to the restoration of unity among the divided 
branches of Christendom, we account the following, to wit: 


1. The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament as the 
revealed Word of God. 


2. The Nicene Creed as the sufficient statement of the Christian 
Faith. 


3. The two Sacraments ... Baptism and the Supper of the 
Lord ... ministered with unfailing use of Christ’s words 
of Institution and of the elements ordained by Him. 


4. The Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in the methods of 
its administration to the varying needs of the nations and 
peoples called of God into the unity of His Church.’’ 


From the Report of the Lambeth Conference of 1920: The 
Conference approves the following statements as representing the 
counsel which it is prepared to give to the Bishops, Clergy and 
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other members of our own Communion on various subjects which 
bear upon the problems of reunion. 


(A) In view of prospects and projects of reunion... 

(i) A Bishop is justified in giving occasional authorisation 
to ministers, not episcopally ordained, who in his judgment are 
working towards an ideal of union such as is described in our 
Appeal, to preach in churches within his Diocese, and to clergy of 
the Diocese to preach in the churches of such ministers: 

(ii) The Bishops of the Anglican Communion will not question 
the action of any Bishop who, in the few years between the 
initiation and the completion of a definite scheme of union, shall 
countenance the irregularity of admitting to Communion the 
baptized but unconfirmed Communicants of the non-episcopal con- 
gregations concerned in the scheme: 


(iii) The Conference gives its general approval to the sugges- 
tions contained in the report of the Sub-Committee on Reunion with 
Non-Episcopal Churches in reference to the status and work of 
ministers who may remain after union without episcopal ordination. 
(See below.) 


(B) Believing, however, that certain lines of action might im- 
peril both the attainment of its ideal and the unity of its own 
Communion, the Conference declares that... 


(i) It cannot approve of general schemes of intercommunion 
or exchange of pulpits: 


Gi) In accordance with the principle of Church order set forth 
in the Preface to the Ordinal attached to the Book of Common 
Prayer, it cannot approve the celebration in Anglican churches of 
the Holy Communion for members of the Anglican Church by 
ministers who have not been episcopally ordained; and that it 
should be regarded as the general rule of the Church that Anglican 
communicants should receive Holy Communion only at the hands 
of ministers of their own Church, or of Churches in communion 
therewith. 


(C) In view of doubts and varieties of practice which have 
caused difficulties in the past, the Conference declares that... 


G) Nothing in these Resolutions is intended to indicate that 
the rule of Confirmation as conditioning ‘admission to the Holy 
Communion must necessarily apply to the case of baptized persons 
who seek Communion under conditions which in the Bishop’s 
judgment justify their admission thereto. 


Gi) In cases in which it is impossible for the Bishop’s 
judgment to be obtained beforehand the priest should remember 
that he has no canonical authority to refuse Communion to any 
baptized person kneeling before the Lord’s Table (unless he be 
ex-communicate by name, or, 1n the canonical sense of the term, a 
cause of scandal to the faithful); and that, if a question may 
properly be raised as to the future admission of any such person 
to Holy Communion; either because he has not been confirmed or 
for other reasons, the priest should refer the matter to the Bishop 
for counsel or direction. (Resolution 12.)’’ 


From the Report of the Lambeth Conference of 1930: “The 
Conference, maintaining as a general principle that Inter- 
communion should be the goal of, rather than a means to, 
the restoration of union, and bearing in mind the general 
rule of the Anglican Churches that ‘members of the Anglican 
Churches should receive the Holy Communion only from 
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ministers of their own Church,’ hold, nevertheless, that the 
administration of such a rule falls under the discretion of the 
Bishop, who should exercise his dispensing power in accord- 
ance with any principles that may be set forth by the national, 
regional or provincial authority of the Church in the area 
concerned. The Bishops of the Anglican Communion will not 
question the action of any Bishop who may, in his discretion 
so exercised, sanction an exception to the general rule in 
special areas, where the ministrations of an Anglican Church 
are not available for long periods of time, or without travel- 
ling great distances, or may give permission that baptized 
communicant members of Churches not in communion with 
our own should be encouraged to communicate in Anglican 
churches when the ministrations of their own Churches are 
not available or in other special or temporary circumstances. 
The Conference adopted the following explanatory note... 
In view of the dangers of misconception, we think it desirable 
to say that in recognising that a Bishop of the Anglican Com- 
munion may under very strict regulations and in very special 
circumstances permit individual communicants to join with 
members of other Christian bodies in their Services of the 
administration of the Lord’s Supper, we felt bound to consider 
the difficulties created by present conditions, especially in 
some parts of the Mission Field. But we would point out that 
the very special circumstances and the very strict regulations 
specified in this Resolution of themselves show that we are 
not departing from the rule of our Church that the minister 
of the Sacrament of Holy Communion should be a priest 
episcopally ordained (Resolution 42. (Note 6) ).’’ 


It should be stated, finally, that an important section of 
the Episcopal Church takes the position that behind the two 
sources which have just been noted, viz. The Book of Common 
Prayer and the declarations of the Anglican Episcopate, there 
is a third authority. This source may be described as the dog- 
matically enunciated standards of the undivided Church with 
respect to doctrine and discipline. These, from the standpoint 
of this body of opinion, remain binding upon the Episcopal 
Church, unless it should be shown that its Book of Common 
Prayer or its Canons explicitly depart from them. 


II. (A) The Existing Practice as regards Intercommunion. 


At present the Episcopal Church enjoys intercommunion, 
in the sense of full mutuality with respect to the celebration 
and the reception of the Holy Communion, only with the other 
Anglican Churches and with the Old Catholic Church. 


Both the Prayer Book and the Canons of this Church pre- 
scribe that none but a Bishop or a priest, episcopally ordained, 
is to be permitted to celebrate the Holy Communion. Whatever 
may be the individual judgments as to the rightfulness or the 
validity or the spiritual efficacy of non-episcopally ordained 
ministers in the Communions to which they belong, there is 
no question that this prescription of the Prayer Book and the 
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Canons is accepted and acted upon universally in this Church. 
The cases where purely individual acts of intercelebration have 
taken place are so rare as to be negligible. No serious doubt 
exists as to the binding character of this limitation of the right 
to celebrate the Holy Communion for or in the Episcopal 
Church to Bishops and to Priests who have been ordained by 
Bishops in the historic succession. The canons of this Church 
further require that ministers previously ordained in non- 
episcopal ‘Churches who may desire to transfer to its ministry 
shall be ordained by a Bishop of this Church, whereas priests 
already ordained by a Bishop in the historic succession of a 
Church not in communion with the Episcopal Church may be 
lawfully admitted into its ministry after subscription to its 
standards of doctrine, discipline and worship, without further 
ordination. With respect to these matters, rule and custom 
coincide. 


IT. (B) The Exssting Practice as regards Open Communion. 


The existing practice within the Episcopal Church with 
respect to Open Communion, as defined above, may be con- 
sidered from two standpoints. The first has to do with the 
admission of the members of other Churches to participation 
in the Holy Communion of this Church. The second has to do 
with the participation of members of this Church in the com- 
munions of other Churches. 


Under the first heading, the following statements are 
believed to describe existing custom with sufficient accuracy, 
although they are not based on an actual survey of the 
practices followed. 


There are many parishes in which the explicit teaching 
and the prevailing assumption is that only those who are 
confirmed members of this Church, or are ready and desirous 
to be confirmed, are to be admitted to Holy Communion. In 
these parishes the officiating priest would rarely refuse the 
sacrament to members of other communions who might present 
themselves at the altar. But this action on the part of the 
unconfirmed person would be taken as an indication of a desire 
to be confirmed, and the parish priest would discourage the 
continuance of the practice save when this intention were 
expressed. In these parishes an exception would commonly be 
made in the case of communicant members of the Orthodox 
Church for whom the ministrations of their own Church were 
not available. 


There are a considerable number of bishops and priests 
who, while adhering in general to the practice of closed com- 
munion, would be prepared to relax it in special situations 
such as are presented by a meeting of a group gathered in the 
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interests of Church unity or by the presence in the parish of 
isolated individuals belonging to Churches whose doctrinal 
standards and sacramental teachings are close to those of this 
Church. 


There are many parishes, where the priest by public 
announcement or in private conversation lets it be known that 
members of other Churches will be welcomed at the altar. Ina 
considerable number of instances this practice is sanctioned 
explicitly or tacitly by the Bishop. Where a public invitation 
is given, the form varies. In some cases this invitation refers 
to baptized members of other Churches; in other cases it 
employs the language of the Prayer Book invitation; in still 
others it is directed more generally to Christian people. In a 
few instances priests of this Church have accepted communi- 
cant members of certain non-episcopal Churches as regular 
communicants by transfer without Confirmation. 


The existing practice with respect to the participation by 
communicants of the Episcopal Church in the Communion as 
administered by other Churches presents a markedly different 
situation. While explicit instructions on this matter are rare, 
it appears that this practice is exceptional. There are, however, 
a few members of this Church, including some bishops and 
priests, who in special circumstances avail themselves of what 
they would view as guest privileges at the Lord’s Supper of 
non-Episcopal Churches. 


III. A Brief Statement of Some, of the Grounds for the 
Existing Interpretations of the Rules and for the Existing 
Practice or Practices. 


In an effort to do justice to the divergent interpretations 
of the rules cited above and to the divergent practices with 
respect to Open Communion, two statements of reasonably 
representative positions are included in the final section of this 
Report. 


Statement I. 


In the foregoing discussion cognizance has been taken of 
a certain discrepancy between the written law of the Episcopal 
Church and its prevailing practice with regard to “‘open 
communion.’ Intercommunion in the full and proper sense 
of the term stands in different case, though here also a distinc- 
tion must be drawn between practice based on canonical law 
and the theological theory most characteristic of Anglicanism. 
It is, therefore, highly pertinent to turn from the simple 
description of a situation to an attempt at explaining or at least 
interpreting the practice of the Episcopal Church. 
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The grounds for this practice may be reviewed under two 
heads: (1) pragmatic, (2) theological. 


(1) There is a sense in which the Anglican Tradition, of 
which the Episcopal Church is a natural and loyal heir, may 
be said to be a conspicuous illustration of pragmatism. It has 
been often noted that the English Reformation produced no 
characteristic hero’or theologian. In all succeeding periods, 
furthermore, Anglicanism has never known a theological 
scholasticism such as developed within both the Lutheran and 
the Calvinist Tradition. The reason for this is that weight was 
put on the continuity of institutional forms, not on uniformity 
of. thought and doctrine. The predominating interest, within 
a framework of general orthodoxy in matters of Faith, was 
in what suited the situation in England, not what was abso- 
lutely true and necessarily imperative in all times and under 
all circumstances. 


Thus Episcopal Confirmation and Getiivian were re- 
tained, and in the Book of Common Prayer rigidly specified 
as requisite. In the Thirty-nine Articles, at the same time, both 
Confirmation and Ordination are explicitly differentiated from 
Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, since they “‘have not like 
nature of Sacraments with Baptism, and the Lord’s Supper,”’ 
and ‘‘ are not to be counted for Sacraments of the Gospel’’ 
(Art. XXV). Article XIX, ‘‘Of the Church,’’ while ambiguous 
in phraseology and capable therefore from a legalistic stand- 
point of various interpretations, is clearly in intent as in 
wording a statement of the Reformation view of the visible 
Church. 


The Articles of Religion, it is true, are felt by many 
Episcopalians of divergent schools of thought to be less binding 
upon the Episcopal Church than upon the Mother Church of 
England, since the former, unlike the latter, has never required 
explicit subscription to them by its ministers upon ordination. 
Against this position, or at least modifying extensively the 
conclusiveness which it is often assumed to have, are (a) the 
Preface of 1789 (cited above), (b) the unrepealed adaptation 
and “‘establishment’’ of the Articles by General Convention 
in 1801, and (c) the moral authority of Anglican Tradition in 
a matter so weighty as that of the only officially formulated 
summary of doctrine. It should be noted further that the 
Episcopal Church, in the Offices of Instruction as set forth in 
the Book of Common Prayer in 1928, has independently 
defined the Church as ‘‘the Body of which Jesus Christ is the 
Head, and all baptized people are the members.’’ At the same 
time no change has been made in the “‘ Confirmation Rubric.’’ 


The logical imprecision of such a position is evident; yet 
most Episcopalians feel that in practice it has stood diverse 
tests and has shown itself worthy of comparison with any other 
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establishment of the Christian Religion. It has preserved 
flexibility and comprehensiveness, and at the same time has 
afforded a guarantee of order and continuity. 


(2) Weight has been laid so far upon an instinctive ten- 
dency, deep in Anglicanism, to test the efficacy of Christian 
institutions by the result of their actual operation rather than 
by the principle of logical coherence. This is in accordance with 
the facts. The same facts however require an equally emphatic 
qualification. Never has the practice of the Episcopal Church 
been determined purely by pragmatic considerations. This 
Church, like its English Mother, is deeply theological. It is 
committed by its inheritance and nature to essential orthodoxy. 
It is attached inflexibly to the principle that breadth to be 
meaningful must have limits. 


This explains the conservative and limited character of 
Anglican pragmatism. It explains also the fact that among the 
generality of responsible Episcopalians there is a solid nucleus 
of agreement on the positive doctrines of the Church, the 
Ministry, and the Sacraments. Material disagreement emerges 
when negative conclusions of an absolute character are deduced 
from these positive doctrines. 


Thus the Church is regarded by Episcopalians as the Body 
of Christ and the true extension of the Incarnation. It is the 
Divinely appointed and specially endowed organism for the 
salvation of mankind. As men originate, live, and die in the 
physical space-time order, and as Christ was incarnate in 
history, the Church must be visible and corporeal. There is, 
however, disagreement among Episcopalians as to the visible 
boundaries of the Catholic Church. Many are satisfied at this 
point to say no more than Article XIX. Others desire to imple- 
ment the language of this Article with a specifically Episcopal 
interpretation. 


The Ministry is a specific organ of the Church, as the 
hands, the feet, or the mouth are specific and necessary organs 
of the human body. The Ministry is necessary to the life of 
the Church and is God’s gift. This is abundantly clear in the 
New Testament. Episcopalians believe also that the institution 
of Episcopacy under Divine Providence arose in continuity 
with the Apostolic Ministry and that it is of the bene esse or 
well being of the Church. They differ as to whether it is of the 
esse or very being of the Church, and on this question there 
is no official and definite Anglican teaching. 


On the Sacrament of the Holy Communion or Supper of 
the Lord Episcopalians are in close spiritual and general 
doctrinal agreement. They believe that in this Sacrament there 
is a real presence of Christ and a real participation on the part 
of the faithful communicant of the Body and Blood of Christ. 
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They decline to define the mode of this presence and they are 
clear in the words of Article XXVIII that “‘ the Body of Christ 
is given, taken, and eaten, in this Supper, only after an 
heavenly and spiritual manner.’’ The position of individual 
Episcopalians with regard to the validity or integrity of the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper in non-Episcopal communions 
is practically always a reflex of their view of the Ministry. But 
again there is no official teaching on this point. The Episcopal 
Church simply says that for herself the Episcopal Ministry is 
a sine qua non. 


Statement II. 


Open communion, in the sense of admission to (the 
reception of) the Blessed Sacrament of members of denomina- 
tions lacking the Episcopate and the Priesthood, is utterly 
opposed to the mind and practice of the undivided Church of 
the first centuries, to which Anglicanism has constantly and 
formally appealed and still appeals. Those who take their stand 
upon the historic principles of the Anglican Communion oppose 
it because : 


(z) Union with one’s Bishop, and with the Priests and 
Deacons under him, is an essential condition of membership im 
the Catholic Church, in the full sense of the word. It is true: 
that in a strictly limited and qualified sense all validly baptized 
persons, who have not been cut off from the Church or cut 
themselves off from her (by heresy, schism, etc.) may, accord- 
ing to an opinion wide-spread in the Western Church, be 
' considered members of the Church. But it is also true that for 
full or normal membership, union with the Bishops and other 
lawful pastors is essential. ‘““The Church is in the Bishop, and 
the Bishop is in the Church, and they that are not with the 
Bishop are not in the Church.’’ These words of Cyprian well 
sum up the doctrine of the undivided Church, which is that of 
-Anglicanism. So does his well-known definition, ‘“‘illi sunt 
Ecclesia, plebs Sacerdoti adunata, et pastori grex adhaerens,’” 
(Ep. 67.) And the most sacred privileges of the Church can be 
extended only to (full) members of the Church, owning her 
authority and living her life. 


(2) Confirmation or the laying on hands to secure the 
gift of the Holy Spirit, is rightly demanded as a prerequisite 
to Holy Communion. This rite is, in the New Testament, con- 
sidered one of the six ‘‘first principles of the doctrine of 
Christ’’ (Hebrews vi, 1, 2, and 4), and in the undivided Church 
Confirmation was invariably insisted on before Communion, 
though the alternative method of anointing by a Bishop or by 
a Priest with Chrism blessed by the Bishop might be employed. 
This rite is a sort of ordination to the royal priesthood of the 
laity, the highest function of which is participation in the 
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Holy Communion. It is, in fact, part of the initiation into the 
Christian life, scarcely less important than Baptism, which is 
incomplete without it. The Anglican Church, after 1660, did 
indeed modify the rule so far as to admit people who were 
‘‘ready and desirous to be confirmed,’’ and the Roman Church 
in modern times quite generally admits to first Communion 
before Confirmation. This is, however, a great and manifest 
abuse ( acknowledged as such by Pope Leo XIII). Even here, 
however, there is the intention of being confirmed; whereas 
the reception of the Blessed Sacrament by people who have 
not been confirmed, and have not the slightest desire or 
intention of being confirmed, is a most serious breach of 
Catholic order. 


(3) The methods of Baptism employed by many ministers 
of various sects are at least of very doubtful validity. 


(4) Sacramental unity presupposes unity of faith. The 
Church insists on her baptized children being taught the Creed 
and ‘‘all other things which a Christian ought to know and 
believe to his soul’s health,’’ as embodied in her Catechism, 
her prayers, her liturgy, etc. But much of this teaching, the 
members of the dissident sects reject. Basic differences exist 
as to the Holy Catholic Church, the Ministry, the Sacraments, 
etc. In some of the sects, acceptance of even the most elemen- 
tary Christian truths about God and Christ can no longer be 
assumed. The greatest differences exist as to the meaning of | 
the Holy Communion itself, differences which are excluded for 
those who accept the Church’s rule of faith-Scripture and the 
teaching of ‘‘the Catholic Fathers and ancient Bishops’ — 
(Canons of 1671)—but not for others. To admit to Holy 
Communion members of denominations which do not discern 
or distinguish the Lord’s Body, which even deny that His 
Body is there to discern, is most perilous to the souls in 
question. Moreover the Anglican Church differs from the sects 
not only in particular articles of the faith, but as to the very: 
bases of the Faith itself. She asserts that ‘“‘the Church hath 
authority in controversies of faith,’’—they deny this; she holds 
to Scripture and Tradition,—they to Scripture alone. Sacra- 
mental unity is, in any case, an expression of a unity of faith 
already existing. That this unity of faith does not exist is the 
presupposition of the Faith and Order Movement. When it has 
been achieved, then and then only, can sacramental inter- 
communion be rightly and fruitfully established. 


(5) The admission to Holy Communion of persons who are 
not united to their lawful Bishops and Priests, who are not 
confirmed and have no intention of being confirmed, who reject 
various articles of the Catholic Faith, would widen immeasur- 
ably the gulf between us and the Roman Catholic Church 
(which is nearly half of Christendom), would overthrow all 
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possibility of union with the Orthodox Eastern Churches 
(another one-fourth of Christendom), would alienate many of 
the more orthodox Protestants (especially many Lutherans 
who set a high estimate on unity of faith), and would be of 
dubious value in drawing us nearer the remaining fragments 
of Christendom. It would also involve the risk, or rather the 
certainty, of division among ourselves. 


For these reasons, open communion,—whether practised 
every week or every five years, in a parish Church or at an 
ecumenical meeting of Faith and Order and Life and Work,—is 
to be deprecated. It will not heal but will aggravate the wounds 
of the Body of Christ. 


THE SCOTTISH EPISCOPAL CHURCH. 


Eden Court, 
Inverness, 
Scotland. 


3rd May, 1941. 
Dear Dr. Hodgson, 


I am obliged by your letter of 21st April, 1941, enclosing 
the Print entitled ‘“‘ The Church of England and Intercom- 
munion.’’ I understand that you ask for facts, i.e. what has 
been done, rather than opinions as to what should be done. 


I. Admission of Unconfirmed Persons to Communion. The 
rubric at the end of the Confirmation Service was deliber- 
ately re-enacted by our Provincial Synod, in the Scottish 
Book of Common Prayer, 1929. (Our Provincial Synod, 
the enacting body, consists of the Bishops and elected 
Clergy, who make our ecclesiastical laws, after advice 
given by our “‘ Consultative Body on Church Legisla- 
tion ’’—a mixed body of Bishops, elected Clergy, and 
elected Lay Representatives : —the ProvincialSynod then 
provisionally makes the Canons, which are the supreme 
authority and which give the Service Books their author- 
ity; and the ‘“Consultative Body’’ then gives advice as to 
whether the provisional enactments should be confirmed, 
or not, and the Provincial Synod then enacts, and its 
findings become law.) The Scottish Bishops further for- 
mally issued to the Church the Confirmation Service (with 
hymns attached) asa ‘‘Separate’’ from the Scottish Book 
of Common Prayer; the “‘Separate’’ contains this rubric. 
As to Custom. The Scottish Bishops have made no formal 
statement on this subject. But probably each Bishop has 
informally followed the advice of a late, much revered 
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and saintly Bishop, who when asked to give permission 
to individual Presbyterians to receive communion from 
us, replied that he had no power to do so, but that, if 
such persons took the responsibility on themselves, he 
did not think that any priest would repel them when they 
presented themselves at the altar rails. This custom as far 
as it may exist, does not imply any informal admission of 
such people to communion. It is merely the consent of 
silence, not of definite consent. In Scotland the cases are 
of devout people who desire to communicate (especially 
at the great festivals) along with near relations who are 
Church-people; it also includes some people to whom the 
Service of the Church appeals and those who desire 
opportunities not given by the generally infrequent 
Presbyterian communion services. 


Our People receiving Communion from other Religious 
Bodies. The Scottish Bishops have never, as a body, 
given permission to our people to do so. They agree with 
the statement of the Upper Houses of Canterbury and 
York Convocations, about the 42nd Resolution of the 
Lambeth Conference of 1930, that the Resolution has no 
application to this (Scottish) Province, inasmuch as the 
conditions contemplated in it do not exist in the Province. 


The Memorandum on the Status of the Existing Free 
Church Ministries has, as you have stated, no binding 
authority, and the obiter dicta of the “‘Church of England 
Representatives ’’ have not been homologated by any 
formal meeting of the Scottish Bishops. They have often 
been wrongly quoted as if they came from the Lambeth 
Conference, or from a Committee of, and appointed by, 
the Lambeth Conference. Our Bishops have never com- 
mitted themselves to all these statements, and in view of 
the use made of them are not likely to do so. They would, 
no doubt, agree with these statements, which seem to 
be meant to guard against such misuse. 


The Scottish Canon XVI, 1, recognises as in full com- 
munion with us the whole “‘Anglican Communion”’ and 
says that no stranger other than the clergy of these 
Churches shall be permitted to minister in any congrega- 
tion of this Church, except as hereafter provided. This 
last applies to permission for addresses given under cer- 
tain conditions by laymen (or with some restriction, 
laywomen) in communion with the Scottish Church, and 
in certain cases by representatives of other Communions 
(Canon XVII, 1, 2, 3). The Provincial Synod very 
carefully guarded this last permission: giving the respon- 
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sibility of allowing addresses by representatives of other 
Communions to the College of Bishops, not to any single 
Diocesan Bishop. 


Believe me, 
Yours very sincerely, 


Signed; Arthur Bishop of Moray, Ross 
and Caithness. 


Primus of the Episcopal Church in 
Scotland. 


THE CHURCH OF INDIA, BURMA, AND CEYLON. 


Statement received from the Most Rev. Foss Westcott, Bishop 
of Calcutta and Metropolitan of the Church of India, Burma 
and Ceylon, dated 1st September, 1941. 


The legal position of this Church is set out in Declaration 
23 of the Constitution, Canons and Rules of the Church of 
India, Burma and Ceylon. It runs as follows : — 


*“ The substance of the ecclesiastical law operative within 
this Church before the date of severance was in many 
respects doubtful and obscure and was not in all parts of 
the Church the same. It is greatly to be desired that such 
doubts and obscurity should not continue on and after the 
date of these Declarations on the Constitution and the fol- 
lowing Canons and Rules have full force and effect notwith- 
standing any variance from or repugnancy with any part of 
the ecclesiastical law or any customary practice theretofore 
in force or use; every such law or part thereof and every such 
customary practice being hereby declared to be repealed to 
the extent of such variance or repugnancy but not further 
or otherwise. It is further declared on the other hand that 
every law or part thereof and every customary practice in 
force or in use before the date of severance remains in force 
or use, whether it be expressly so directed in this Constitution 
or in the Canons and Rules or not, unless and until it is 
repealed either explicitly by Declaration, Canon or Rule or 
(as hereinbefore declared) in consequence of variance from 
or repugnancy with something in this Constitution or in these 
Canons and Rules contained or hereafter added thereto.’’ 


In accordance with this Declaration the Ecclesiastical Law 
in force in England save in so far as its provisions are repealed 
by the Church of India, Burma and Ceylon, is still the Law 
governing the Church of the Province. 
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“Under our Constitution, the Episcopal Synod has definite 
functions and powers in accordance with which certain Resolu- 
tions have been passed in connection with this subject of 
‘ Intercommunion ’ which determine the action of the Church 
in this matter. They are as follows : — 


‘“ The Synod considered the question of the admission 
to Holy Communion of baptised persons who are not con- 
firmed, attending Student Camps. 


Resolved : That the Synod is prepared to acquiesce in 
the application of Resolution 12 C. I. of the Lambeth 
Conference of 1920 to such cases by individual bishops, but 
it desires that in giving such. permission bishops, should be 
guided by the following suggestions : — 


1. that such permission should only be given when 
the camp is held in a place remote from the normal 
opportunities for the students to attend Communion 
services in their own Churches. 


2. that the Celebrant should be a priest approved 
by the bishop to whom he should be responsible 
for holding a service of preparation and instruction 
and for the decision as to the admission of individual 
communicants.”’ 


““ Resolved: That the Synod agrees that the Bishop of 
the Diocese may for special reasons grant permission for the 
issue of invitations being extended to non-Anglican members 


of Toc H to attend Corporate Communion in an Anglican 
Church.”’ 


Though there is no definite resolution passed by the 
Episcopal Synod on the subject, it is the general practice in 
the Church of this Province to admit persons of full standing 
in other denominations to receive Holy Communion in our 
Churches in those places where there is no Church of their 
own denomination. These are fairly frequent as the Anglican 
Church has a far more widespread organisation covering the 
country than any other denomination except the Romans. 


The question of intercommunion at the Joint Committee 
and at Retreats organised by it in South India came before the 
Episcopal Synod at its meeting early in 1932. The accompany- 
ing resolution was passed : 


Intercommunion at the Joint Committee and at 
Retreats organised by it in South India. 


Resolution 9g. 


Resolved : That the Synod has received the request of 
the South India United and Wesleyan Churches that in 
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the meetings of the Joint Committee and in conferences 
organised directly by it the members should be at liberty 
to unite in Communion services presided over by ministers 
of one or other of the uniting Churches. It is urged that the 
omission of this final act of fellowship is a serious stumbling- 
block to the negotiations and that if such united communions 
were made possible, the success of the negotiations would be 
materially advanced. 


It must be at once explained that this request raises the 
most difficult problem which has yet come before our Church 
in these negotiations: if compliance would help the uniting 
Churches, it would alienate the sympathy of many in the 
Anglican Communion who definitely consider the inter- 
changing of ministries of separated Churches to be wrong 
in any circumstances whatever. Indeed it has been found 
impossible for the Episcopal Synod and its assessors to come 
to a common mind on the subject. 


The Church of India, Burma, and Ceylon has at its 
session of February, 1932, given ‘ general approval ’ to the 
Scheme of Union; and we can therefore assure the Churches 
that our hesitation in acceding to their request implies no 
wavering about the Scheme. ‘General Approval’ is the first 
formal step in the stages of its adoption by our Church; and 
that step was taken with only two dissentient votes. In the 
Scheme thus generally approved it is provided that all the 
ministers of the uniting Churches shall be ministers of the 
United Church, and this hesitation must not be taken to 
imply any drawing back from any of the statements agreed 
upon by the scheme, which the Church of India, Burma, 
and Ceylon has by its resolution generally approved. Nor 
does the hesitation imply that the Synod does not fully 
acknowledge the manifest spiritual gifts which attend the 
ministries of other Churches. 


The doubt concerns the wisdom of this method of trying 
to further union and the question of putting a stumbling 
block in the way of those whose consciences are unable to 
approve the interchanging of ministries of separated 
Churches. Organically the union of Churches can only be 
effected by the unification of their ministries; and union 
cannot be achieved so long as separately organised Churches 
are determined to continue separate ministries. It is for that 
reason that many Anglicans are unable to use the ministries 
of other Churches, while not denying that God is working 
in and through them in their Churches. They believe that 
by doing so they would be helping to perpetuate separation. 
As it is a foundation principle of the union that liberty of 
conscience must be given to all, the Synod feels that it 
cannot issue any instruction in this matter to its delegates. 
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There are, however, two factors in the present situation 
which have weighed strongly with the Synod. 


There do come occasions in great spiritual movements 
when the presence of God’s Spirit is realised in a very special 
measure, and the Synod rejoices that that has been the 
experience of the Joint Committee. It desires greatly that 
nothing which it may do shall in any way blur that experi- 
ence or hinder His working. And it is in that setting that 
it has anxiously explored every possibility. 


There is a further point which the Synod has most 
anxiously considered. It is eager to hasten the time when 
intercommunion may be achieved. The majority of the 
Synod considers that when all the Churches are pledged to 
complete the union and substantia] agreement on funda- 
mental matters has been reached by the three negotiating 
Churches and they are thus pledged to put an end to the 
continuance of separated ministries, the results of a formally 
achieved union may on special occasions be enjoyed by 
anticipation. And further, though the Synod is unable for- 
mally to endorse the procedure asked for, because the matter 
is one on which the Church of this Province has not yet 
reached a common mind, a majority of the Synod is 
unwilling to limit the liberty of the delegates in this matter 
or to call in question the action of any who feel impelled, 
in view of the agreement already reached and in confident 
expectation that full agreement will be attained, to join in 
the Lord’s Supper celebrated by ministers of the other 
uniting Churches at meetings of the Joint Committee and 
Retreats organised directly by it. In giving this liberty the 
Synod would emphasise the fact that it cannot believe that 
general intercommunion before union is the right way of 
working for unity: and further it asks the other Churches 
not to misunderstand the attitude of those who even on these 
special occasions do not feel that they can depart from their 
lifelong rule. 


Because we feel that such intercommunion may still be 
only partial and that all may not feel free in this way to 
consummate that spiritual nearness to God which is so 
marked a feature of its gatherings, the Synod considered 
another method of achieving that end; namely, that if 
representative ministers of all the three Churches joined in 
celebrating the communion on the occasions referred to in 
the last paragraph (together leading in the essential parts 
of the service) the desired object would be attained. This 
proposal was suggested by an old custom of the Church that 
on special occasions presbyters celebrated the communion 
with the Bishop. This joining in the celebration would be a 
not inappropriate symbol of our oneness in the desire for 
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union and in our approach to God; and it seems to many 
members of the Synod that this would be the truest and 
most fitting method of giving expression to that fellowship 
into which we are being led by the gracious wisdom of our 
Heavenly Father.” (Published.) 


This Resolution was the subject of considerable contro- 
versy and, in relation to it, the following Resolution was passed 
at the next meeting of the Episcopal Synod held a year later. 


“ Resolved : That, in view of the considerable anxiety 
which is felt in certain quarters concerning Resolution 9 of 
the Session of 1932 in which it was stated that, though the 
Synod could not endorse the reception of communion by 
members of the Church of India, Burma and Ceylon from 
ministers of the ‘uniting Churches, yet a majority of them 
would not call in question the action of such delegates as felt 
impelled to join on certain specified occasions in such com- 
munions, the Synod desire it to be clearly understood that: 


1. It has never by any action intended to convey, 
and it desires that it should not be interpreted as 
conveying, the impression that in its opinion the 
ministries of other Christian bodies, at present in 
separation from us, are of equally certain validity 
or identical with those of the Churches which have 
retained the succession of Bishops. 


2. The passing of that resolution has not in the 
least diminished the desire and intention of the 
whole Synod to do all in its power to secure that 
the ministry in the Church of South India, when it 
comes into being, should be a unified ministry 
under Bishops within the Historic Episcopate. 


These are the only authoritative resolutions passed by the 
Church of India and govern our action at the present time. 


DIOCESE oF LaGos. 


Statement received from the Right Rev. L. G. Vining, 
Bishop of Lagos, dated June 29th, 1942. 


The Lagos Diocese is a huge Diocese. As I write I am 700 
miles from Lagos itself but still in the Diocese. I have no 
Secretaries or Chaplains to help me with the kind of report 
I should like to send to you. 


I think the position in the Lagos Diocese is as my Pre- 
decessor defined it in the report of the Proceedings of the Third 
Session of the Fourth Synod of the Diocese, held at Lagos, 
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May 11th to 17th, 1931.1 The summing up at the bottom of 
Page 27 is the procedure followed in both this Diocese and the 
Diocese on the Niger. 


4. 
5. 


‘““ As the very guarded permission for intercommunion? 
is hedged about by the Bishop only exercising his dispensing 
power in this direction ‘ in accordance with any principles 
set forth by the national, regional, or provincial authority 
of the Church in the area concerned,’ I have obtained the 
permission of the Archbishop of Canterbury to allow inter- 
communion under the circumstances and conditions set forth 
in the Lambeth Resolution. We shall therefore be able to 
welcome visitors to the Table of the Lord in our Church 
when they are cut off from opportunities of meeting Him 
thus in their own ‘Churches and can allow our members to 
go to the Table of the Lord in other Churches when the 
ministrations of our own Clergy are not available. For this 
concession I am truly thankful.”’ 


Section 37 of our Diocesan Handbook reads as follows : — 
PROTESTANT MISSIONS IN THE DIOCESE 


The Methodist Missionary Society (Western Nigeria). 
Chairman and General Superintendent; 


The Rev. W. G. Waterworth, 
Ibadan, Nigeria. 


The Baptist Missionary Society, 
(Southern Convention, Virginia, U.S.A.). 
Chairman of Nigerian Convention: 
Dr. W. G. Green, 
Ogbomoso, Nigeria. 
The Salvation Army, 
Brigadier : — 
Brigadier Bigwood, 


Salvation Army Headquarters, 
Odunlami Street, Lagos. 


The Sudan Interior Mission. 
The Sudan United Mission. 


NOTES: 


I. Between the Methodists and the Anglicans there is 
close fellowship resulting in inter-change of pulpits 
and admission of communicant members of one 


1 


2 


Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Doig Bros. & Co., Ltd., Printers, 53 Stowell 
Street, 1931. 
The reference is to Resolution 42 of the 1930 Lambeth Conference. 
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Church to communion in the other. Methodist Minis- 
ters are not allowed to administer communion in 
C.M.S. Churches or perform the rite of baptism. 
C.M.S. and Methodist Clergy join on occasions of 
Weddings and Funerals. 


2. Between the Baptists and the Anglicans there is close 
fellowship resulting in inter-change of pulpits but not 
in inter-communion. 


3. The Methodist, the Baptists and the Anglicans usually 
unite for the observance of the Evangelical Week of 
Prayer and for the support of the British and Foreign 
Bible Society. 

4. Before an Anglican clergyman accepts an appointment 
in a Methodist or a Baptist Church the permission of 
the Bishop of Lagos must first be obtained. 

This rule is honoured more in the breach than in the 
observance. 


The Sudan Missions are of course Non Episcopal. 


The Sudan United Mission appears to have connections 
with most Protestant Missions and creates no bar to an 
Ordained Priest of the Anglican Communion working in his 
own way within the scope of the Mission. 


I have had an application for Ordination recently from a 
Missionary of the Sudan United Mission and he quotes a 
number of precedents which may assist a decision in his 
favour. I am undecided. 


In both this Diocese and the Diocese on the Niger there 
are United Colleges and Schools (Anglican and Methodist). 
Here there is Igbobi College for boys and United Missionary 
College for girls. 

Inter Communion is allowed at both these Schools and 
it has always been so. 

There is also in the Niger Diocese a United Church at 
Port Harcourt (Anglican, Church of Scotland and Methodist). 
This is a Colonial Church for Europeans. The Ministers of the 
different Churches celebrate their own Communion Services 
according to their own Rules. Full inter Communion is per- 
mitted. But Ministers do not assist each other as they do at the 
Schools in the Lagos Diocese. 


As Churches seek to get together, and Conferences 
are held on the subject of UNION, there is a very dis- 
turbing feature which cannot be ignored, namely—-SCHISM 
SPREADS. 

A growing Church in Africa is the African Church. 

From all the Churches including the African Church, 
more Schismatic, so called Episcopal Churches, using the 
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Book of Common Prayer have been formed from time to time. 
Most of these are at present negligible, but a definite nuisance. 


The African Church however cannot and should not be 
treated with disdain. A number of her Ministers are discards 
from our own Church, and in some cases have received 
Anglican Ordination. This Church recognizes Native Customs: 
including Marriage by Native Law and Polygamy. It might 
well become a dominating influence in the years which lie 
ahead. Nigeria seeks more and more a return to Native customs 
and traditions, and although the African Church lacks back- 
ground and does not attract the best Africans at present, there 
are signs that this state of affairs may not last for very long. 


BAPTIST. 


THE BaApTistT UNION OF GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND. 


A. The “Declaration of Principle’’ which is the basis of the 
Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland states ‘“That 
our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, God manifest in the 
flesh, is the sole and absolute authority in all matters per- 
taining to faith and practice, as revealed in the Holy 
Scriptures, and that each Church has liberty, under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, to interpret and administer His. 
laws.”’ 


(1) In the exercise of this liberty of interpretation, a 
minority of the local churches constituting the Union 
admit to Communion only those who have been 
baptised on personal profession of faith. The majority 
of the local Churches, however, welcome as fellow- 
communicants all Christians whose character does not 
contradict their profession, and frequently invite ‘‘‘all 
who love our Lord Jesus Christ’’ to come to His Table. 


(2) In general, Baptists regard themselves as free to accept 
any invitation to receive Communion in other Christian 
churches, nor would such reception provoke formal 
notice provided it were not accompanied by neglect of 
any of the duties incumbent on the member of a 
Baptist Church, one of which is regular attendance at 
its own Communion Service. 


B. The liberty of action thus permitted and practised is based 
on the conception of the Church as the fellowship of 
believers constituted by the Holy Spirit and guided by 
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Him. The majority of the Churches in the Baptist Union 
base their practice of ‘‘open Communion’’ on the exalta- 
tion of the Lord’s Table above all ecclesiastical differences 
of judgment and practice. The minority practising ‘‘close 
Communion’’ regard it as unscriptural to admit to the 
Table any who have not been baptised according to the 
New Testament rite. (For further interpretation of these 
different attitudes see Report of the Special Committee 
appointed by the Baptist Union Council on the question 
of union between Baptists, Congregationalists and Presby- 
terians, 1937, sections VIII-X). 


H. WHEELER-ROBINSON. 
Re Carey: 
ERNEST A. PAYNE. 


April, 1943. 


THE BAPTIST UNION OF SCOTLAND. 


Statement received from the Rev. Dr. James Scott, dated 
roth September, 1941. 


(a) The Baptist Union of Scotland prescribes no rule regulating 
either the admission to Communion of members of other 
Churches, or permission to members of Baptist Churches 
to take Communion in other Churches. 


Both matters are left to the free determination of the 
individual congregations, among whom practice varies : — 
In regard to 


(1) some Churches observe ‘‘Close Communion’’; i.e., they 
admit to the Lord’s Table only believers who have 
been baptised by immersion on a profession of faith. 
Other Churches give an invitation to all Christians to 
partake of the Lord’s Supper. In some cases the in- 
vitation is defined as for ‘‘Church Members’’, in others 
such a phrase is used as “‘All who love the Lord Jesus 
Christ in sincerity.’’ 

(ii) The individual Church member is free to take advan- 
tage of any opportunity that is presented to him of 
partaking of Communion in any other Church. Pre- 
sumably the attitude of each would be determined by 
his views on “‘Open’’ or ‘‘Close’’ Communion. 


(b) Observers of Close Communion justify their practice on the 
ground that Believer’s Baptism, being necessary to 
membership in a Baptist Church, should be a condition of 
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_ taking Communion. Those who believe in and practice 
Open Communion are divided into two classes. Some 
Churches have open membership, as well as Open Com- 
munion: i.e., they admit to membership all Christians 
who give satisfactory evidence of their faith, whether they 
have been baptised by immersion or not—or, indeed, 
whether they have been baptised at all or not. Their 
contention is that salvation is of faith and not of baptism, 
and that therefore no believer should be excluded from 
Church membership or from the Lord’s Table. 


Other Churches, while adhering to Believer’s Baptism 
as a condition of Church membership, since they believe 
it to be essential to the maintenance of the Baptist witness 
to what they regard as a vital element of Christian truth, 
are yet willing to receive to Communion any genuine 
member of the Church Universal. 


CONGREGATIONAL. 


THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF ENGLAND AND WALES 


Letter from the Rev. Dr. S. M. Berry, dated 17th Sept., 1940. 


My best thanks for the letter to-day. I think it would be 
as well for you to communicate direct, at least with the Con- 
gregational Union of Scotland, the C.U. of S. Africa, and the 
C.U, of Australia. I think they would appreciate much more 
a direct communication from you, rather than my acting as 
an intermediary. However, I don’t think the reply from us 
would be very likely to differ as between country and country. 
We are an open communion Church, and the time honoured 
formula for admission to our Communion Service is—those 
who love the Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity and in truth. It 
may seem to you at first sight to be lacking in theological 
body, but it has theological implications—in fact the greatest 
of all, i.e., the recognition of Jesus as Lord. 


I don’t think there is really much else to say about our 
position. We admit to our Communion Table those who are 
not in full membership with the Church, if they desire to 
come, within the terms of the invitation given. While that is 
so, the Communion Service is, of course, regarded as the 
climax of the Church’s worship, and the seal of the Church’s 
fellowship. 


30 


‘Having said that I doubt whether it would be of any value 
to set up a committee to draw up an official statement of our 
position, but if there is any relevant literature about it that 
I can find, I will send it on to you. 


' THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA. 


Statement received from the Rev. Vernon E. Miller, 
oF cy dated 27th March, 1941. 


In reply to your letter of the 23rd September last, I am 
sending you herewith a brief statement of the attitude of our 
Church to the question of Intercommunion, in reply to your 
questionnaire on this matter, which we trust will be of some 
use to your Commission. 


Question : (a) What are the rules or customs governing the 
practice of the Congregational Union of South Africa 
in the following matters : — 

(i) the admission of members of other Churches to re- 
ceive Communion in this Church. 


Reply: “‘Congregational Churches recognise all other 
‘Christian Churches, even those with whom they strongly 
disagree on certain matters of doctrine, as members of the 
Body of Christ. They, therefore, admit freely to their 
Communion, the members of other Churches who may 
wish to attend. (The general principle might be found 
in such passages as Romans, chap. 12, v. 5, and I Cor., 
Gia. 22, VV. 3-0, 13, 14, 21, etc.) 


Question : (a) (ii) the permission given by this Church to its 
members to receive Communion in other Churches. 


Reply: ‘“‘For a similar reason as in (i), Congregational 
Churches make no objection and express no regret when 
any of their members wish to receive Communion in other 
Christian Churches. No household would consider it an 
offence if any of its members visited another household as 
guests. 


Question: (b) What theological grounds would ordinarily be 
brought forward as justifying the Church in the 
observance of these rules or customs? 


Reply : ‘“‘The Congregational Churches believe that the 
Communion is the Lord’s Supper, and that He is present 
as Master of the Feast. If that be so, it would be intoler- 
able presumption on their part (approximating perhaps 
to blasphemy against the Holy Ghost) to exclude from 
the Lord’s Table any of the Lord’s friends who might wish 
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to accept His invitation to be His guests. To do so would 
be to commit the sacrilege of turning the Lord’s Supper 
into a private supper of the Church. Congregationalists 
consider that it is the duty of the Church to provide the 
supper for all Christian people who may wish to come. 


While they would consider it right to exclude anyone 
known to be living a profligate life, on the ground that 
such a person could not honestly claim to be a Christian, 
it is not their custom to make inquisition into the character 
or standing of such guests, believing as they do that the 
responsibility of deciding fitness to attend must rest upon 
the individual worshipper. (They would jus’ify this by 
such passages as James, chap. 4, vv. I1-12; Romans, 
Chap. 14, v. 4; 1 Cor, chap! Ip wvia7-gae 


THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND 


Statement received from the Rev. Absalom Deans, 
dated 31st January, 1941. 


Our Rules, customs, and practice are practically those 


governing the Congregational Union of England and Wales. 
Briefly : — 


L 


to 


We receive letters of transfer from other Reformed 
Churches and admit those who confess Jesus Christ as 
Lord and Saviour, and who give personal evidence of that 
Trust in Him and of conduct consistent with the desire to 
do His will. 


Members of our Communion are free to obey their con- 
science in accepting Communion in other Churches. We 
sometimes transfer members, if they wish it, to other 
Reformed Churches. 

(b) We recognise Jesus Christ as the Head of the Church 
and personal faith in, and with Him, as the Way of 
Life, and accept the Liberty wherewith He makes us 
free. 


THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF SCOTLAND. 


Statement received from the Rev. J. G. Drummond, 
dated Sth May, 1941. 


. It is the general practice of Scottish Congregational 


Churches to welcome members of other Christian 
denominations to share the privilege of communicating at 
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the Lord’s Table. Prior to the Communion Service an 
invitation is given to visitors to participate, should they 
‘desire so to do. 


No restrictions are placed on members of Congre- 
gational Churches to hinder them from communicating 
with Churches of other denominations. 


Il. It is the belief of Congregationalists that as ‘‘There is one 
body, and one spirit . ..one Lord, one faith, one 
baptism’’ (Eph. iv, 4-5), so also there is one Table. The 
Holy Communion is essentially a Catholic Sacrament 
which, though locally celebrated, represents the 
Communio Sanctorum. ‘‘The cup of blessing which we 
bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? 
The bread which we break, it is not the communion of the 
body of Christ? For we, being many, are one bread and 
one body; for we are all partakers of that one bread’’ 
(I Cor., x, 16-17). Christ Himself is the Host who gives 
the seals of His redemptive Grace to all His disciples who 
humbly and trustfully respond to His invitation to share 
the Feast of the Covenant. Therefore all who profess 
their faith in and devotion to the Lord Jesus Christ may 
claim the privileges and blessings of Sacramental Fellow- 
ship. Except on the ground of manifestly unworthy 
moral character, we cannot debar from the Table of the 
Lord any Christian believer who presents himself. It is 
for each communicant to ‘‘examine himself, and so let 
him eat of that bread and drink of that cup (I Cor., xi, 28). 
As the supreme act of Christian Worship the Holy Com- 
munion transcends all differences of order and expresses 
the spiritual oneness of all true believers. 


DISCIPLES AND CHURCHES OF CHRIST. 


CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND. 


Statement received from Principal William Robinson. 


a. What are the rules or customs governing the practice of 
the admission of members of other Churches to receive 
Communion in Churches of Christ? 


With us it is a matter of custom rather than of rule, 
though Conference has several times legislated on the 
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matter. In custom Churches of Christ practise what is 
generally known as ‘ Close Communion,’ But this needs 
explaining and will be explained in paragraph b. The 
practice is to admit only baptized persons to Holy Com- 
munion, i.e. to reception. There is, of course, no objection 
whatever to the unbaptized being present at the eucharistic 
rite, but objection only to reception. This does, however, 
apply to the Offertory, which with us is an important part 
of the eucharistic act, and is reserved for the baptized. In 
restricting Communion to the baptized, our Churches have 
followed the normal custom of Catholic Christianity. 


In practice this means that any baptized Christian of 
another Church would be welcomed to reception at our 
Communion Tables. But it should be remembered that we 
reject Infant Baptism, and consider valid Baptism to 
require faith and penitence on the part of the one baptized. 


The practice of our American Churches (Disciples) has 
been the very opposite. They, too, would regard Baptism 
as a necessary pre-requisite to reception, but they have 
always taken the line that whatever Baptism has been 
administered (Infant or Believer’s) is valid as such for the 
one receiving Baptism, though not valid in the strict and 
absolute sense. They have preferred to make no judgment 
at the Communion Table on the validity of any particular 
Baptism. The practice of our American Churches is, there- 
fore, that of ‘“ Open Communion.” 


In this country there was a group of Churches estab- 
lished from America, and their practice was identical with 
that of the American Churches. In 1917 these Churches 
came into complete union with the British Churches. 


It remains to be said that the practice of these American- 
British Churches tends to be that of ‘ Open Communion * 
and that in the British-established Churches there is a 
growing feeling towards “ Open Communion ’ amongst some 
city Churches. 


The Australian Churches follow the British Churches 
in their practice rather than the American Churches. My 
impression is that the move towards ‘ Open Communion ’ 
is stronger in the Australian Churches than in the British. 


What permission is given to members to receive Com- 
munion in other Churches? 

No rules are laid down on this matter. As the custom 
of our Churches is to receive Communion every Sunday, 
the Eucharist being the chief service of the day, and as 
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there are wide areas where we have no Churches, our people 
often find themselves deprived of Holy Communion, as the 
only Churches which have the same practice are of the 
Catholic type and would not admit our members to 
reception (an attitude which we thoroughly understand and 
respect). I should imagine, however, that our people, in 
such circumstances, frequently receive Communion at 


Presbyterian and Free Church services, especially Baptist 
Churches. 


. What theological grounds would ordinarily be brought 
forward justifying the Church in the observance of these 
rules and customs? 


The theological grounds lying behind the practice of 
Churches of Christ are based upon the recognition of the 
fact that the Lord’s Supper is a rite within the Church, a 
corporate rite to be celebrated by the Church as the Body 
of Christ, and by the Church only. It is not an individual 
rite for private devotion, but a corporate rite, and is only 
properly celebrated when the Church as such assembles for 
worship. Baptism is the rite of entrance into the Church, 
and, therefore, Baptism is a necessary pre-requisite to the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper. All the baptized, who 
have not by the discipline of the Church been separated 
from her fellowship, are therefore, welcomed at the Lord’s 
Table. 


But, we contend that Baptism is valid only when 
administered to penitent believers who are able to confess 
their faith in Christ as Lord and Saviour. This we contend, 
not only on the following of primitive and Apostolic 
practice, but on the ground that Infant Baptism is a 
contradiction of the fundamental principle of the Christian 
religion that (to quote the Edinburgh Report), “* Grace is 
bestowed in the sacraments within the fellowship of the 
Church by the personal action of Christ upon the believer. 
Faith is, therefore, a necessary condition for the effectual 
reception of grace.’’ (Italics mine.) Until this question of 
Infant Baptism is resolved we are, therefore, compelled by 
our witness to New Testament Baptism, to restrict the 
Lord’s Table to those who have been baptized as penitent 
believers. In doing this it must be understood that we make 
no judgment upon the sincerity of all other Christians, 
who, through age-long practice, adhere to Infant Baptism. 
Nor do we, of course, make any judgment as to the worthi- 
ness of those receiving or those unable to receive the 
Communion of the Body and Blood of Christ. Rather, it 
is to us a matter of great grief. It is part of the burden which 
we all have to share, resulting from the wounding of 
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Christ’s Body, the Church, and which, alike with all 
Christians, we seek to share in the spirit of penitence. We 
pray earnestly for the time to come when we shall all be 
one. Above all, it must not be assumed that our practice 
indicates any sense of superiority over our fellow Christians... 
Rather, it is a matter of theological necessity. 


It will be seen that our practice is really that of ‘ close 
Baptism ’ rather than that of ‘ close Communion.’ With 
us there is not, as with Churches of the Catholic tradition, 
any question of the validity of the sacrament being impaired 
through the lack of Episcopal or Presbyterial orders. Our 
conception is that in this service the whole Church as a 
royal priesthood offers worship to God through the great 
High Priest, her Lord. ‘It is the duty of the Church as such 
to offer spiritual sacrifices through the merits of our Lord’s: 
Sacrifice, which at the service of Holy Communion we 
plead, and upon which we spiritually feed. Whilst it is the 
custom for those appointed and set apart by ordination to 
officiate, we do not consider that the Lord’s Supper is 
improperly observed unless celebrated by an ordained 
Presbyter, providing whoever is called to be the actual 
celebrant is called by the authority of the Church. 


To quote one of our early theologians, ‘‘ The com- 
munity, the Church, the multitude of the faithful, is the 
fountain of official power. This power descends from the 
Body itself—not from its servants . . . The Body of Christ, 
under Him as its Head, animated and led by His Spirit, 
is the fountain and spring of all official power and privilege 

. . The Church is the mother of all the sons and priests of 
God.’’ In keeping with this, it is customary for the congre- 
gation to share in the conduct of the service, not only in 
offering praise and in the action of the service, but vocally 
in prayer. 


METHODIST. 


THE METHODIST CHURCH IN IRELAND. 


Statement received from the Rev. R. Lee Cole, 
dated 1st October, 1940. 


The Methodist Church in Ireland has adopted regulations. 
governing the Intercommunion of Methodists and Presby- 
terians. These are appended hereto. 
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In addition to these regulations, it is the custom of the 
Church to permit any person who loves and serves the Lord 
Jesus Christ to join in the Communion service, if he or she 
wishes to partake of the Lord’s Supper in the fellowship of the 
Methodist people. 

This custom is not determined by a Rule of the Church 
but rather by the conviction that the Sacrament of the Lord’s 
Supper is a Sacrament of the Universal Church of Christ, and 
not the Sacrament of any denomination; and that therefore 
denominational regulations regarding it should not unduly 
restrict or limit it. 


Resolutions of the Conference of the Methodist Church in 
Ireland. 


_ (Printed in Minutes of the Conference, 1940, pp. 102, 103.) 


1. The Conference approves of co-operation between the 
Presbyterian and Methodist Churches in the provision of 
ordinances for Church members in isolated districts, and 
authorises the General Secretary of the Home Mission 
Department with plenary powers to enter into negotiations 
with the Convener of the Presbyterian Home Mission Com- 
mittee with the object of making joint arrangements where 
necessary. 


2. The Conference approves of co-operation between the two > 
Churches in the holiday season where a minister and 
congregation of each, being in the same town, it might be 
agreed to unite the congregations under one minister for 
the month of July | and under the other for the month of 
August. 


3. Ihe Conference further declares its deep sense of the 
importance of practical co-operation as a means to the 
extension of the Kingdom of Christ, and to the promotion 
of mutual understanding, and cordially recommends its 
Ministers and congregations to unite with their brethren of 
the Presbyterian Church in missionary and evangelistic 
efforts. 


4. The Conference, convinced that the Holy Spirit is leading 
the Church of Christ in the direction of Unity and deplor- 
ing the weakening of its witness through the division of its 
forces, declares : — 

a. That without reservation it recognises all persons who 
have received baptism in the Presbyterian Church as 
being within the fellowship of the Church of Christ. 

b. That it recognises the Lord’s Supper as celebrated in 
the Presbyterian Church as the Sacrament instituted 
by Christ. 


c. That inasmuch as the communicant-members of the 
Presbyterian Church have been duly prepared and 
admitted to the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper 
according to the form of that Church, the Conference 
agrees to welcome to the Lord’s Table communicant- 
members of the Presbyterian Church. 


d. That the Conference agrees to receive into full com- 
munion or membership any person certified as a 
communicant or full member of the Presbyterian 
Church who is desirous of being so admitted. 


e. That its Ministers shall be free to exchange pulpits 
with Presbyterian Ministers, subject to the laws of the 
Church. 


f. That in any place where it is deemed expedient, the 
regular Sunday Services should be held jointly, and 
should be conducted by a Minister of the one Church 
or the other, on such Sundays of each month as may 
be mutually agreed upon. 

That arrangements should be made for the Sacraments 
to be observed in such places periodically in accord- 
ance with the practice of either Church. 
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THE METHODIST CHURCH OF SOUTH AFRICA. 


Letter received from the Rev. A. S. Clegg, 
dated 7th November, 1940. 


Dear Dr. Hodgson, 


Replying to your letter asking for information regarding 
the rules and practice of the Methodist Church of South Africa 
relating to Intercommunion, may I first make clear the present 
position of that Church. In 1881 there was established the self- 
governing body of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of South 
Africa. This Conference, now separate from the mother Church 
in England, legislated as necessity arose, and later published in 
book form its rules and constitution. The last edition of “‘A 
Manual of the Laws and Discipline of the Wesleyan Methodist 
Church of South Africa’’ was published in 1929, two years prior 
to the Union of South African Methodism, i.e. the old Methodist 
Church of South Africa, the Transvaal District of the Wes- 
leyan Methodist Missionary Society, and the work of the 
Primitive Methodist Church in this country. Until 1931, The 
Transvaal Methodist Church came under the rules and disci- 
pline of the British Conference. There have been many 
changes in the Constitution, and modifications of the Rules 
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since the formation of the ‘‘Methodist Church of South Africa’’ 
in 1931, but so far a new ‘‘Manual of Laws and Discipline’’ 
has not been published—it is in process of preparation. 


The answer to your question, a (1), is as follows:—The 
only RULE relating to the admission of members of other 
Churches to receive Communion in the Methodist Church of 
S.A. is found in the old “‘Laws and Discipline’ (1929 edition), 
which reads as follows (para. 27 & 28, p. 19):— 


27. ‘‘Persons in our congregations who are not members of 
the Church may be permitted to partake of the Lord’s 
Supper among us by receiving a Note or Ticket of Ad- 
mission to this ordinance, from the Superintendent or other 
minister of the Circuit. Such Notes or Tickets must be 
renewed quarterly.”’ 


(NoTtE: This quarterly renewal would bring such 
persons into line with ordinary members who receive a 
quarterly ticket of membership. A.S.C.) 


28. “‘A return shall be made of those members of our congre- 
gation who receive Quarterly Communicants’ Tickets 


(1890).”’ 


But our general practice is governed much more by 
Custom than by this rule. It is the almost universal custom 
of Ministers of the Methodist Church of South Africa, in 
announcing the Holy Communion, to use some such words as 
these : — 


‘““ All who love our Lord sincerely, and desire to follow 
Him more faithfully, though they be not members of this 
Church, are invited to stay and partake with us of the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.’’ 


Members of other Christian Churches who wish to com- 
municate with us are welcomed; frequently such have stayed 
for the Communion in my own church and have expressed 
warm appreciation of the courtesy of the open invitation. I 
may say that I have not known this invitation to be abused— 
that is, that a person of notorious evil life or an open unbeliever 
has come to the table of the Lord. 


a.(ii). I have no knowledge of any ruling ever having been 
given in the Methodist Church in regard to any of its 
members who wished to receive Communion in another 
Church. Our practice is that as we welcome to our 
Communion table any sincere Christians of other 
Churches than our own, so we gladly accept the 
hospitality that may be offered by another church to 
our members who wished to partake of the Holy Com- 
munion with their fellow-Christians. 
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b. The theological grounds by which we would justify our 
attitude are not set forth in our “‘Rules and Discipline,”’ 
but in expressing my personal view I believe I rightly 
interpret the opinion of my Methodist brethren. We believe 
in the Fellowship of all Believers—that the Church of 
Christ is one, though now divided into Churches and sects. 
And the Oneness of the Church is set forth in the open 
invitation to all believers to partake of the elements. HE 
is the Host, we are the guests at HIS Table; and when we 
come to HIS Table we are one in HIM; and ALL HIS 
believing followers HE invites to come, and we invite in 
HIS Name. 


I trust that this answer meets your requirements. It will 
be most interesting to read the Report of the Commission when 
it is published and I shall be glad to hear when it will be ready. 
Sincerely do I hope that it will further the ideal of Unity, and 
help to bring nearer the day when all Christian people can 
meet at the Table of the Lord. 


Yours sincerely, 


Signed: ARTHUR S. CLEGG. 


METHODIST CHURCH OF .AUSTRALASIA. 


Letter received from the Rev. J]. W. Burton, 
dated 3rd January, 1941. 


Dear Dr. Hodgson, 


In reference to your circular inquiry of September, 1940 
—I have to state that the Methodist Church of Australasia 
has no formal rules regarding the questions you raise. It is 
our custom before the administration of the Sacrament to invite 
members of other Communions who may be present to join 
with us in this Memorial Rite. It is taken for granted that they 
are ‘‘guests’’ who would not expect to communicate regularly 
unless there was not any Church of their own Communion in 
the neighbourhood. In that latter case we should treat them 
as guests indefinitely, and no attempt would be made to bring 
them into the membership of the Church, unless they expressed 
a desire, and obtained a letter from their previous Pastor. 

Conversely, the members of our Church would expect to 
be similarly treated if they were attending any other non- 
episcopal Church at the time that the Sacrament was 
celebrated. 


In so far as the Episcopal Churches are concerned—i.e., 
Roman Catholic and Anglican—there is, of course, no definite 
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understanding, though a number of our people occasionally 
receive Communion in Anglican Churches and a number of 
Anglicans receive Communion in ours; but I think there is a 
consciousness of a slight difference between the two cases. 


You ask—What theological grounds would ordinarily be 
brought forward as justifying the Church in this regard? I 
think the general answer would be that this is the Table of our 
Lord and therefore open to all believers who wish to join in 
the fellowship of that particular act. So far as I am aware 
there are no theological principles involved, and the only 
strangeness most of us feel in communicating with other 
Churches would be that the order of service is somewhat 
different and that therefore we are a little interrupted in 
thought as we seek to enter into fellowship with our Lord. 


I am afraid that this reply is very vague, but then the 
whole matter is vague and rests not upon rule but upon custom. 
And customs vary from time to time, and from person to 
person. 

With kind regards, 


Yours sincerely, 
J. W. Burton. 
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METHODIST CHURCH OF NEW ZEALAND. 


Statement received on June 12th, 1942, 
from the Rev. W. Walker, President of the Conference. 


As instructed by the Conference of 1941 (Min. p. 157) 
the special committee submitted the following statement setting 
forth the rules, customs and usages of the Methodist Church 
of New Zealand in regard to Intercommunion. This was 
received and adopted at the Conference of 1942 (Min. p. 172). 


(1) In regard to Intercommunion the Methodist Church 
of New Zealand is truly Ecumenical. There are no barriers 
raised at the Lord’s Table, racial, social or denominational; 
it is free and open to all who desire it, and it is not asked 
whether or not they are members of any organised Com- 
munion. 

(2) The form of the invitation, usually given, is to all 
who sincerely love the Lord Jesus Christ to partake with us; 
and in the words of the Prayer Book, “‘Ye therefore that do 
earnestly repent you of your sins, and are in love and charity 
with your neighbours, and intend to lead a new life... 
Draw near with faith, and take this holy Sacrament to your 
comfort.’ Judgment is left entirely to the individual con- 
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science, and no inquisition is made by the celebrant save im 
the case of a notorious and unrepentant evil-doer. 


(3) In accord with the above there are no laws, rules or 
regulations governing the actions of its members regarding 
their communicating with other Communions; rather are they 
enjoined to partake of the Lord’s Supper as frequently as. 
possible (vide Wesley’s sermon No. 101), even when their own 
Communion services are not available but others are. 


(4) Ihe grounds upon which the practice and customs of 
the New Zealand Methodist Church re Intercommunion are 
based, are chiefly the following : — 


(a) We believe the Church of Christ on earth means: 
all the believers, in whatsoever community they are 
found, who confess Jesus as Saviour and Lord, to the 
glory of God the Father. We acknowledge that all the 
communities which make this confession, and maintain it 
among their members, may humbly claim to belong to: 
the Body of Christ. 


(b) We do not question the validity of the Ministry in 


other Christian Communions, believing them to be 


branches of the Church in Christ, and that no one Com- 
munion can legitimately claim to be the whole of the’ 
Catholic Church on earth. ‘ 


(c) We believe that the Lord’s Supper, which is en- 
joined upon all disciples of Christ, was intended to be 
truly ecumenical and should be observed without racial, 
social or denominational distinctions. 


(d) We believe that it was, in its earliest practice and 
intention, used as an outward and visible sign of the unity 
and fellowship of all believers in Christ; as well as a 
means of Grace conveying to men either preventing, or 
justifying, or sanctifying grace according to their several 
necessities. 


(ec) We believe that it is unquestionably the Lord’s 
Table, not a denominational one. It is He who invites, 
and the invitation is to all His people, and none have a 
right to erect barriers preventing them coming thereto. 


(f) We believe that Intercommunion would not only 
be the crowning act of a true and real re-union that had 
been already achieved, by fundamental agreement in the 
realm of Faith and Order, but a powerful instrument for 
bringing about such an agreement and re-union. 


(g) We believe our division at this point to be a 
notorious and open scandal and a serious stumbling block 
in the path of the Church, the more particularly in its 
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influence upon the work in the Foreign Mission fields and 
among our Native races. 


5. The authorities for these customs, usages and prac- 
tices in the Methodist Church of New Zealand are founded 
upon the Scriptures and expounded by John Wesley in his 
“‘Notes on the New Testament’’; “‘Sermons,’’ Journal, and 
Letters, particularly : — 

(i) Journal under date June 27-28, 1740, and June 16, 

1764. 

(ii) Sermons on ““The means of Grace,’’ Schism, On the 
Duty of constantly attending the Church Services and 
Communion. 

(iii) An address entitled ‘‘An Appeal to Men of Reason and 
Religion.’’ A Further Appeal to Men of Reason and 
Religion. 

(iv) Letters to the Rev. Mr. Church, explaining the princi- 
ples of Methodism, under dates Feb. 2nd, 1744, and 
June 17th, 1746. To the Bishop of London, on June 
7th, 1747. 

(v) Our Law Book, with the recent Statement of Faith 
as printed in our Conference Minutes of 1938, are re- 
garded as authoritative in the Church. 

(vi) General assent is also given to the ‘“‘Statement 
Approved by the Methodist Conference, Bradford, 
July, 1937, on The Nature of the Christian Church.”’ 


Signed: W. WALKER, 
President of the Conference. 


OLD CATHOLIC. 


Letter received from Bishop Adolf Kiiry, dated 6th Nov., 1940. 
Translation. 


Dear Sir, 


In answer to your questionnaire on Intercommunion as 
tegards the Old Catholic Church, I send you the following 
information : 


1. The Old Catholic Churches of the Union of Utrecht are 
in intercommunion with the Church of England on the 
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grounds of the following agreement, which has been 


accepted by the Convocations of Canterbury and York 
and by most Anglican communities: 


i. Each Church recognises the catholicism and indepen- 


dence of the other,-and upholds its own. 


ii. Each Church agrees to allowing members of the other 


to take part in the sacraments. 


iii. Intercommunion does not require the acceptance by 


either Church of all the doctrines, sacramental rites 
or liturgical practice peculiar to the other, but does 
involve that each believes that the other adheres to 
everything essential to the Christian faith. 


Intercommunion with the Orthodox Churches is not gener- 
ally permitted. It can only take place as a result of a resolution 
of a General Synod of the Orthodox Churches. 


The Old Catholic Churches allow Orthodox believers to 
take part in the Sacraments, provided they have no access to. 
a priest of their own faith. 


Yours sincerely, 


ApDOLF Kiry, Bischof. 


ORTHODOX. 


PATRIARCHATE OF JERUSALEM. 


Letter received from the Patnarch, dated 27th Nov./ roth Dec... 
1940. 


Reverend Sir, 


I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 11th Sept., 1940, 
and the attached paper setting out the precise nature of the 
information required by the Commission on Intercommunion 
and, in reply, I beg to state the following : — 


1. The Church of Jerusalem in principle not only does not 
admit members of other Churches to receive Communion 
in our Church, but also does not permit its members to 
receive Communion in other Churches. Singular instances 
of such Communions cannot: be taken into consideration. 
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20° This attitude of the Church is dictated by the Orthodox 
dogmatical meaning of the Church, and of the mystery 
of Holy Eucharist. 


With best wishes, I remain, 
Yours faithfully, 


TIMOTHEUS, 
Patriarch of Jerusalem. 


PRESBYTERIAN AND REFORMED. 


THE CHURCH OF SCOTLAND. 


Statement received from Dr. E. ]. Hagan, dated 26th March, 


(a) (i) 
t. 


ri. 


EEL. 


1941. 


In the Church of Scotland the power of admission to 
Communion is exercised by the Court known as the 
Kirk Session, which, consisting of the Minister as 
Moderator and of elders appointed to take part with 
him in Church government and discipline, is charged 
with the spiritual oversight of each congregation or 
parish. 


The power of the Kirk-Session to admit to Communion 
members of any branch of the Catholic Church has 
never, so far as I know, been called in question, and 
has recently been re-asserted in Act of Assembly, No. 

VI, 1938, in these words: “‘The right of a Kirk- 
Session to admit to the Lord’s Table a member of any 
Christian Church is expressly affirmed.”’ 


In practice this power of admission is exercised in the 
following ways :— 


1. Cards of admission to the Communion Service 
called ‘‘Occasional Cards’’ to distinguish them 
from the cards issued to those inscribed on the 
Communicants’ Roll of the congregation are 
issued by the elders at the Church Door to anyone 
applying who is a member of any branch of the 
Christian Church. No application is refused, the 
responsibility being regarded as belonging to the 
applicant. 
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2. Since it is always possible that some present may 
be unacquainted with the procedure of the Church 
of Scotland, it is the general custom for the officia- 
ting minister to invite any “‘who are members of 
any branch of the Catholic or Universal Church’’ 
to join with the congregation in partaking of Holy 
‘Communion. 


These practices are not prescribed by the Law 
of the Church, but have been adopted by use and 
wont as effective methods by which the power 
and privileges of the Kirk-Session may be freely 
and responsibly exercised. 


To partake of Holy Communion in a Church not 
in communion with the Church of Scotland is not 
included by the Law of this Church among the matters 
with regard to which a Kirk-Session must take disci- 
plinary action; nor within living memory has there 
been an instance where such disciplinary action has 
been taken. 


The Law and the practice of this Church therefore 
regards its members as free to receive Communion 
in any Church in which they wish to receive it and 
which is able to admit them. 


Since the right of the Kirk-Session to admit to Com- 
munion a member of any Christian Church has never 
been called in question, the Church of Scotland has 
never issued any deliverance concerning the grounds 
for recognising it. Such grounds, however, are suffi- 
ciently provided by the doctrine of the Church and 
Sacraments held by this Church. According to the 
Westminster Confession, its doctrinal standard, ‘“the 
visible church which is also catholick or universal 
under the Gospel, consists of all those throughout the 
world who profess the true religion together with their 
children”’ and it is added that “‘to this catholick visible 
church, Christ has given the ministry, oracles and 
ordinances of God.’’ (Westminster Confession. Chap. 
XXV, Paras. ii, iii.) 


Since Holy Communion is the gift of Christ to 
catholic visible church, the Church of Scotland, 
order to fulfil Christ’s intention, must offer the ae 
ment to all who belong to the catholic visible church, 
i.e. ‘‘ to all who profess the true religion.’’ But with 
the distrust of individualism and the emphasis on 
discipline characteristic of the Reformed Churches 
the Church of Scotland interprets the phrase “‘ all who 


profess the true religion’ as signifying ‘‘all who by 
public profession of faith are members of any branch 
of the Catholic Church.’’ 


II. What Churches are regarded by the Church of Scot- 
land as ‘“Christian Churches’’ or as ‘‘branches of the 
Catholic Church? ’’ The Scots Confession, 1560, the 
oldest confession of the Church of Scotland, declares: 
“‘The notes of the trew Kirk of God we beleeve, con- 
fesse and avow to be, first, the trew preaching of the 
Worde of God . . . Secundly, the right administration 
of the sacraments of Christ Jesus . . . Last, Ecclesi- 
astical discipline, uprightly ministred as Goddis Worde 
prescribes.”’ 


What ‘‘particular Churches’’ are to be regarded 
as possessing “‘the notes of the trew Kirk of God’’ or 
as “‘ branches of the catholic visible church ’’ the 
Church of Scotland has never declared, and, I think, 
will never declare. No Kirk-Session is authorised to 
define what the Church has left undefined or to take 
action on the basis of such unauthorised definition. 
Hence it is left to the individual conscience, whether 
of members of the Church of Scotland receiving Com- 
munion in other Churches, or of members of other 
Churches receiving Communion in the Church of 
Scotland, to decide whether those other Churches are 
““ branches of the catholic visible church.’’ 


PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF NEW ZEALAND. 


Statement approved by the General Assembly, and forwarded 
by the Rev. Alan A. Brash on Dec. 17th, 1942. 


(a) What are the rules or customs governing the practice 
of the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand in the following 
matters ? 

(zt) The admission of members of ‘other Churches to 
receive Communion in this Church. 
Reply :—Members of other churches are admitted to receive 
Communion in the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand either 
by: | 

(a) Admission into full membership by decision of the 
session upon the presentation of a certificate or other genuine 
evidence of membership in a congregation of some Church 
acknowledging Jesus Christ as Saviour and Lord; or by 


(b) Their taking advantage of the special invitation given 
at each observance of the Lord’s Supper to all those who, 
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though not members of the congregation, in sincerity and in 
truth love the Lord Jesus Christ and are in communion with 
the Church Universal. 


(2) The permission given by this Church to its members 
to receive Communion in other churches. 
Reply:—tThe Presbyterian Church of New Zealand, while 
urging upon its members the necessity of loyalty to the Church 
of their fathers, places no barriers in the way of their partici- 
pation in the Sacrament in other churches. 


(b) What theological grounds would ordinarily be 
brought forward as justifying the Church in the observance of 
these rules and customs? 

Repfly:—tz. The justification that would be given for the wel- 
come extended to members of other Churches lies in the fact 
that at the Table of Communion the Host is not man but the 
Lord Jesus Christ. While recognising the need for having the 
regular discipline of study, public profession, and spiritual 
preparation which the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand 
requires of its members prior to their partaking, the Church 
holds that she dare not “‘fence the Table’’ completely, and 
therefore invites to its fellowship all who will come in sincerity 
and truth and are in Communion with the Church Universal. 


2. The Presbyterian Church of New Zealand recognises 
that other ‘‘ Churches ”’ are within the ‘‘ Church,’’ that the 
Sacrament is not invalidated by a variety of forms of obser- 
vance and that the fellowship of the believer with his Lord is 
a spiritual and not a formal fellowship, and consequently sees 
no objection to her members expressing their Christian fellow- 
ship with members of other churches by oe of the 
Communion with them. 


UNCLASSIFIED. 


THE ARMENIAN CHURCH. 


Statement received from The’ Most Rev. Matheas Indjeian, 
Archbishop of the Armenians in England, dated 16th Sept., 


1940. 


I acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 11th instant, 
and in answer to your request : — 


(I) Any Christian can receive Communion in the Armenian 
Apostolic Church, provided he belongs to a Christian 
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(a) 


(b) 


Church, and in the locality or vicinity there is no priest 
or Church to which he belongs. 


Any Armenian can receive Communion in any Christian 

Church, provided there is no Armenian Church or priest 

in the locality or vicinity. 

(a) These rules are consecrated by long practice and 
there are no printed authoritative regulations. 

(b) The theological justification of these rules consists 
in the admirable spirit of tolerance of our Saviour, 
specially between Christian brethren. 


THE SouTH INDIA UNITED CHURCH. 


Statement received from Dr. J. ]. Banninga, 
dated 24th December, 1940. — 


The S.1.U.C. has no rules or customs governing the prac- 
tice of intercommunion but gives full freedom to all 
without any written law; this includes : — 


(i) The free admission of members of other Churches to 
receive communion in our Church, 


(ii) and our Church gives full and free permission to all 
its laymen and ministers to partake of the com- 
munion in other Churches. 


The theological background which lies behind this practice 
is found in the fact that the Eucharist is the Lord’s 
Supper, that He presides at His own table, and that we 
have no right to exclude any believer in the Lord from 
attending this service. We believe that the Lord’s Supper 
belongs to the whole Church and that no celebration 
thereof belongs to any individual Church, and we hold 
that no Church or denomination has any right to exclude 
a believer from fellowship with the Lord at His Table. 


THE SOCIETY OF FRIENDS AND THE SALVATION ARMY. 


Copies of the questions were sent to correspondents in the 


Society of Friends and the Salvation Army, with a covering 
letter which said : 


““ | have been in two minds about the propriety of sending 


these papers to you, for it seems thoughtless to ask a church 
which has no sacraments to make a statement on its rules and 
regulations concerning them. On the other hand it seems dis- 
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courteous to omit any church and leave it in the dark about 
what is going on. I am, therefore, sending the papers to you. 
with this covering letter to explain why.”’ 


The following replies have been received : 


From Mr. Eric Hayman, dated 15th March, 1941. 


My dear Hodgson, 


I regret that your letter of roth September has still only 
a formal acknowledgment. It was placed before Friends’ Com- 
mission on Faith and Order, and I was asked to convey to you 
the general line of the Commission’s feeling. 


We appreciated receiving the documents in view of the 
second paragraph of your letter. While we must appear to our 
fellow-Christians to have no sacraments, our faith and practice — 
are none the less sacramental in a real sense. 


In response to your specific questions, we commonly 
regard our Meeting for Worship as being in its intention and 
its experienced effect comparable to the Holy Communion. 
This Meeting is open at all times to any who desire to attend. 
it, and in many instances this privilege is greatly valued both 
by members of other Christian Churches, and by those not 
attached to the Church. In measure, therefore, the Society of 
Friends may be said to practise fully ‘““ Open Communion.”’ 


There are no rules binding upon our members regarding 
participation in Holy Communion. The practice is not, of 
course, general, and the view taken upon it varies markedly” 
in different parts of the Society, the discipline being, as you 
know, vested in the district (Monthly) Meeting rather than in 
the central body. Many Friends greatly value occasional par- 
ticipation where this is possible. They would usually not wish 
to partake of the elements, though there are some to whom this 
service is of deep value. If any Friend felt the need of a 
habitual participation, the Monthly Meeting might well doubt. 
whether his place was rightly with us. 


As to the theological grounds of our position, I need not. 
enter upon the main subject, which has been recently treated in 
the volume “‘ Ministry and Sacraments,”’ pp. 244-252. This is. 
a typical modern statement of:the Quaker position. 


Yours very sincerely, 


Eric HAyMAN. 
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From Commissioner Cunningham, dated 18th Sept., 1940. 


Dear Canon Hodgson, 


Please accept my thanks for your letter of 11th instant in 
reference to Intercommunion. I quite appreciate your reluc- 
tance to ask the Salvation Army to make a statement as to 
its rules and regulations in regard to this matter, seeing that 
it does not observe the sacraments of the Lord’s Supper and 
Baptism. At the same time, I thank you for your courtesy 
in sending to me copies of the Questionnaire and the Terms of 
Reference of the Commission on Intercommunion. 


While the Salvation Army, as a body, does not observe 
either Sacrament, it does not forbid its members to participate 
in the Communion Service of other Churches. On one occasion, 
when visiting friends, I partook of the Lord’s Supper in a 
Methodist Church in the morning and in a Congregational 
Church in the evening—more as a token of fellowship with 
my fellow Christians, than for any other reason . . . 


In earlier days some Salvationists, who had been born in 
families belonging to other Communions, felt it necessary to 
partake occasionally of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper in 
the Church of their birth. This was particularly the case on the 
Continent of Europe. But such instances have become rare in 
any part of the world. 


Generally speaking the question of Sacraments seldom 
arises among our people. They do not feel either need or 
obligation in the matter. We do not discuss the question in 
our public meetings, but endeavour to meet any personal 
enquiries on the subject by stating the Army’s teaching as set 
forth in its Handbook of Doctrine. 


Briefly, this is that there is no conclusive evidence in the 
New Testament that the Lord Jesus instituted any sacrament 
that should be binding upon His followers for all time. We 
readily concede that for multitudes of Christians the Eucharist 
has become almost a necessity to the maintenance of their 
spiritual life, and that many others, while not so wholly depen- 
dent on it, are immensely helped by regular participation. 


But I think that it must be conceded that the devotional 
life of Salvationists generally and the quality and extent of the 
sacrificial service they render to their Lord and to His Cause 
is at least not less than that of the generality of Christians who 
depend so largely on attendance at Holy Communion for the 
nourishment of their spiritual life. 


Our Dedication Service takes the place of infant baptism; 
and signing of the Articles of War and the Public Enrolment 
Service, which precede the admission of adults to the Fellow- 
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ship by means of a personal declaration of faith and a solemn 
dedication to the service of Christ and His Cause, take the 
place of the Baptism of adults. 


It may interest you to see a copy of our “Orders and 
Regulations for Officers of the Salvation Army’’ in which, from 
pages 327 to 364, you will find descriptions of all Salvation 
Army Ceremonies. 


Some few years ago I conducted the wedding of a 
Salvationist who was private secretary to a Canon of the 
Church of England. The Canon was present at the ceremony. 
He afterward remarked, ‘‘A most impressive service! I had 
no idea the Salvation Army had so beautiful a ritual’’. . . 


Yours sincerely, 


ALFRED G. CUNNINGHAM. 
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